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result that there is a rift running right through his whole, philo-
sophy and ruining its ooherence.

3£or r' nXtupa r' ii^iat ravry nvrti
i C ' 4K OV (£iX«»r vpo&tvviirott.

I have allowed this notice to run to far greater length than I had
originally intended or than is perhaps proper in the case of a second
edition of a familiar book. I can only plead in defenoe that, as
Phaedo said to the Pythagoreans of Phlius, " it is always most de-
lightful to me to recall" Socrates and his great successors " whether
I am myself the speaker or listen to the discourse of another ".

A. E. TAYLOR.

Theism and Humanism: being the Gifford Lectures delivered in
the University of Glasgow, 1914. By the RIGHT HON. AUTHOR
JAMBB BALFOUR, F.R.8., LL.D., etc. London: Hodder &
Stoughton, 1915. Pp. xv, 274.

MOST of the readers of MIND are probably already familiar with
the general contents of this book, so that it is hardly necessary to
give a detailed summary of it. Mr. Balfour's point of view is also
well known from his previous writings and is not here substantially
altered—though it is certainly, in some respects, more carefully
explained. Some further light is, however, thrown upon it by the
very interesting autobiographical sketch that is given in Lecture
V. It appears from this that the position which he adopts was
arrived at, at an early stage of bis career, from reflection on the
work of the natural sciences, and dissatisfaction with the em-
pirical philosophy of J. S. Mill as an interpretation and justification
of scientific method. In this of course he is not peculiar. Most
of oar British philosophy in the last generation can be traced to a
similar source. In particular, the philosophy of T. H. Green and
those who are associated with him grew out of reflections of the
same general kind. The subsequent procedure of Mr. Balfour has,
however, been very different from that of Green and others. Green
sought to meet the inadequacy of the empirical school mainly by
the help of Kant, and to a less extent by that of Hegel. Others
have used the work of Hegel to a greater extent; some have been
largely influenced by Lotze; some have tended to go back to Plato
or Aristotle; some even to Berkeley or Protagoras ; and some—
of whom Mr. Bradley is the most conspicuous—have attempted
fresh metaphysical constructions. Mr. Balfour has not adopted
any of these methods ; nor, it would seem, has he been much in-
fluenced by those who have. So far as he is connected with any
previous school of thought, his affinity would appear to be with
Beid, rather than with the philosophers either of Greece or of
Germany. He appeals to Common Sense, i.e. to the inevitable
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beliefs of the ' plain man'. He has a profound distrust of meta-
physical constructions, though his scorn of them is a good deal
more gentle and sympathetic than that of the plain man—especi-
ally the plain English man—commonly is ; and his interpretation
of the beliefs of Common Sense is certainly more subtle than that
of Reid. Now, it is not possible here to discuss the general basis
of this philosophical position, which has already been before the
public for a considerable time. I must content myself with the
remark that, if Mr. Balfour would inquire more fully into what are
described as inevitable beliefs, he would probably find that what is
inevitable is certain tendencies to feel and act, and that the beliefs
by which we seek to interpret these tendencies are not inevitable,
but are subject to indefinite modification. If we mean by a belief
the acceptance of some definite proposition as true,1 I should
doubt whether any belief is inevitable. Even such a simple statement
as ' I feel pain ' becomes doubtful as soon as I ask what exactly is
meant by ' I,' by ' feeling,' and by ' pain'. The experience on
which the statement is based, is inevitable; but the belief is an
attempt to interpret the experience, and it may be, in some degree,
erroneous.1 And I think this is true of all beliefs. But it is hardly
necessary to press this point, since Mr. Balfour fully admits it with
regard to the particular belief with which he is here concerned.
He does not maintain that the belief in the existence of Ood is in-
evitable, but only that it is more or less definitely implied in eoma
other beliefs or experiences.

The title of this series of Lecture is Theism and Humanism;
but neither of these terms is very precisely defined. Humanism,
indeed, is hardly referred to at all. I understand Mr. Balfour to
mean by it, not a special theory, but rather all those things that
are specially characteristic of man—suoh as the pursuit of truth,
the appreciation of beauty, the effort after goodness. Theism seems
to be interpreted in the sense of Monotheism—i.e. the conception
of a single personal Being, distinct from the Cosmos, but to be re-
garded as its Creator. It hardly appears, however, that this con-
ception is definitely brought out in the course of the argument. In
general, Mr. Balfour seems to be mainly concerned to urge that
certain beliefs to which we are inevitably led cannot be satis-
factorily interpreted by any materialistic theory, and especially not
by the Darwinian theory of evolution, and that hence we are led
to look for some spiritual interpretation of them. Why that in-
terpretation should be monotheistic is, so far as I can see, no-

1 It is sometimes held that belief ia essentially a tendency to act; but
this is one of the doctrines of that Empiricism against which Mr. Balfour
contends.

* From failure to observe this distinction, I think Mr. Balfour tends to
misrepresent the attitude of Hume (as Reid also did). Hume accepted
customary modes of behaviour, like most other men. It WRH only the
theoretical implications, supposed to be involved in such behaviour, for
which he could find no satisfactory basis.

16
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where made apparent. Mr. Balfour, indeed, explicitly recognises
that there are two divergent views with regard to\the spiritual
interpretation of the Universe—views that may be roughly char-
acterised as Pantheistic and Monotheistio respectively. The former
commends itself more particularly (again speaking somewhat
roughly) to the metaphysician, the latter to the moralist. Both
commend themselves to certain types of religious feeling. I think
Mr. Bal;our might have added that a Polytheistic interpretation
commends itself, in general,- to the artist. Goethe, who had a
strong interest in all these points of view, definitely adopted all
the three methods of interpreting the Universe, using each of them
when it happened to suit his special purpose. Not being a con-
structive philosopher, he did not conceive it to be his business to
attempt to reconcile them. Mr. Balfour's attitude appears to be
similar, except that he recognises only two methods of spiritual in-
terpretation, and that he definitely confines his attention to one of
them. I believe that, by so doing, he seriously weakens his case.
It is easier to maintain that some spiritual interpretation of the
Universe is necessary for certain purposes, than to maintain that
it must be a monotheistic interpretation. Some of Mr. Balfour's
arguments seem to me to have considerable force with reference to
the more general contention ; but I cannot find that they have any
force at all with reference to the more specific one ; and, even with
regard to the more general contention, they do not seem to be quite
convincing. Indeed, it would appear that Mr. Balfour himself
does not regard them as quite convincing, but only as furnishing
us with beliefs that have a certain degree of probability. It would
probably be an unfair summing up of his position to say that his
contention is that, if we believe certain things with sufficient vague-
ness, we shall probably not be far wrong; yet this is on the whole
the impression that he often appeal's to convey.

He begins by explaining that the argument from design, in its
old form, in which it had been already refuted by Eant and others,
has been finally overthrown by the Darwinian doctrine of evolution.
He urges* however, that, in a certain sense, it still has value.
Darwin's theory only accounts for the selection of certain types:

' it does not explain their production. This, I suppose, would be
generally admitted ; and, though Mendelism has probably thrown
some further light on the production of types, and there may be
other discoveries still in store for us, it seems to be still true, as
Mr. Balfour urges, that we have at least to recognise that the Uni-
verse is of such a kind as to permit of the production of spiritual
beings; and that this is fatal to pure materialism. This line of
argument appears to me to be valid. If it were further developed
.(as it is, for instance, by Prof. Bergson) it might lead to a re-
modelling of our view of what is implied in evolution, and prepare
-.the way for a more spiritual conception of the Universe. But it
does not appear to carry us very far in the direction of Theism, in
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the sense in which Mr. Balfour appears to understand it. M.
Berg8on'3 philosophy is pretty obviously akin to that of Plotinus,
and perhaps to that of Schopenhauer; and, I suppose, neither of
these would be regarded as theistio. The mere refutation of
materialism does not help us much. There are very few pure
materialists at the present time. As Mr. Balfour well says,
' we now know too muoh about matter to be materialists '. Even
Agnostics, such as Huxley or Herbert Spencer, or Monists, such
as Haeckel, cannot be regarded as pure materialists. Spencer,
for instance, conceived that the Absolute has to be regarded as
super-personal; and surely what is super-personal is spiritual.1

What he desired was that the nature of the Absolute could be
further determined. In this sense Mr. Balfour himself appears to
be i*n Agnostic* He differs from Spencer, however, in carrying
his doubt farther. If he is akin to any of the Greeks, it is to
Gorgias. He considers that other things, as well as the Absolute,
are unknowable; and that all the deeper truths can only be grasped
by faith, or by means of what he calls ' intuitive probability'.

His doctrine of intuitive probability, though it is only introduced
near the end of the present series of Lectures, appears to be so im-
portant and interesting a part of his philosophy, that it may be
well to notice it at this point. He urges that we commonly, and
legitimately, speak of probability in a sense that is quite different
from that in which probabilities are calculated by mathematicians ;
and this appears to me to be true. When we say that some
scientific theory (such as some form of the atomio theory or of the
theory of evolution) is probably true, or that it is probable that the
sun will rise to-morrow, we are not using the term in quite the same
sense in which it is used when we say that there is a certain prob-
ability that a coin that is tossed will fall on one side rather than
on another. I am not sure, however, that Mr. Balfour quite
succeeds in bringing out the essential difference. The tossing of
the coin seems to illustrate both senses. It is probable, in one of
the senses, that it will fall on one side; and, in the same sense, it
is equally probable that it will fall on the other. It is probable,
in the other sense, that it will fall either on the one side or on the
other, and not on both at once. It is just conceivable, however,
that it might fall on its edge, or that it might split in two and come
down on both sides or on neither ; but these possibilities are so im-
probable as to be negligible. In the one case, there are two or
more things that may happen, and we can calculate the probability

1 Mr. Balfour himself seems to suggest (pp. 20-21) that God ought to be
thought of as super-personal. But this depends partly on what is
properly to be understood by personality—how far, in particular, it im-
plies any necessary limitation.

1 No doubt the term is generally interpreted in a more negative sense
than this ; but I do not understand that it was so intended by its best
exponents.
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of each. In the other case, there is only one thing that is probable;
but it is not absolutely certain. In the one case, we are not en-
titled to believe that any one of the events will take place.' In
the other case, we are entitled to believe some more or Jess definite
statement, though not with complete assurance. Now, Mr.
Balfour's contention is that all that we call knowledge, whether
about the Absolute, or about the processes of the physical world,
has only a certain degree of probabUity in the second of these two
senses. And, so far, he seems to me to be right. But when he
calls thiR kind of probability ' intuitive probability,' he appears to
be on more treacherous ground. Our belief that a coin will fall
either on the one side or on the other and not on both, or that
some form of the atomic theory or of the theory of evolution is
true, appears to rest on definite grounds, though the grounds may
not be such as to carry complete conviction. But Mr. Balfour urges
that, in some cases, there is no definite ground except an intuition.
This calls for consideration.'

He takes as instances of this the anticipation of scientific theories
before they have been definitely tested—such as the anticipation
of the atomic theory by Democritus or that of the conservation of
energy by Descartes and Leibniz. Now, it is probably true that
almost every important scientific theory has been guessed before
it was established. In the work of the early Greek philosophers
there are anticipations of almost all our modern science and philo-
sophy. In a sense, this may be said to imply a kind of intuitive
insight; but hardly, I think, in any sense in which intuition is.
contrasted with intellectual construction. Mr. Balfour seems to
indicate the true explanation when he lays emphasis on the aspect,
of orderliness in the world. Scientific and philosophical thinkers—
and indeed even ' plain men ' to some extent—are constantly look-
ing out for what is orderly and intelligible. This is the presupposi-
tion of the work on which they are engaged. If we are to speak
of Laws of Thought at all (perhaps it would be better to call them
Implications of Thought), the principle of objective order may
surely be regarded as one of the most fundamental of them. The
world that we apprehend lends itself, in some degree, to interpre-
tation by means of this principle. If it did not, it seems clear
that there would be no such thing as science, or even of thought
at all. We should be involved in a chaos much more complete
than the Heraclitean flux or the Disorder of Anaxagoras. But do

1 It may be no led here that Mr. Balfour Appears to think that it is in-
volved in the doctrine of chances that, if we weiit on tossing a coin long
enough, it would fall an equal number of times on each side. I think
this is erroneous. So far as the doctrine of chances is concerned, there
might be an indefinite run of luck in favour of one side. This is improb-
able, and we should at once suspect some cause of the uniformity. But
the probability of such a cause is probability tii the other sense. Of course,
the two senses are not wholly distinct: they relate to different types of
uncertainty.
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we need to postulate an external God to account for the order that
we discover ? It does not appear that we should have any right
to make such a postulate. On the doctrine of chances, a world
that is partially ordered would seem as likely as one that is a per-
fect Cosmos or a perfect Chaos. Nor does it seem very diffioult to
understand how it is that even the plain man is led to anticipate
order. Even the lower animals appear to be able, in some degree,
to apprehend the orderly sequence of day and night, some causal
relations, and other modes of order, and to be in some degree
surprised when the customary order is broken. Human beings
expect order in a more conscious way, and are constantly seeking
either to find it or to make i t This is a guiding principle in all
thought and action. It is one that sometimes misleads us to too
hasty applications, and so becomes, as Bacon noted, one of the
Idola against which we have to guard. But it is also the source
of some of our happiest inspirations. Both its value and its
dangers are well brought out by Mr. Balfour in bis illustrations
from the atomio theory and the principle of conservation. But I
think he makes of it too much of a mystery. It does not seem, by
itself, to le id us to any form of Theism, though it may suggest the
view that the world is an organic unity, or even that it is in its
essence spiritual. If it is in its essence spiritual, the question as
to its origin would seem to be irrelevant—perhaps even meaning-
less. But to show this would call for a philosophy of a more sys-
tematic type than any that Mr. Balfour supplies. Unless the
Universe that we apprehend can be shown to be essentially spiritual,
it does not seem possible to infer any spiritual principle outside
of it. On the other hand, if it can be shown to be self-explanatory,
as Hegel thought, there would be no point in inquiring into its
origin.

He lays muoh stress also on some eesthetical and ethical con-
siderations. The most important point seems to be that we re-
cognise certain forms of beauty and goodness as having intrinsic
worth, and not merely the survival value, which is all that we
should expect in accordance with the doctrine of evolution. This
is probably valid as bringing out the inadequacy of the Darwinian
theory; but it has been forcibly urged—notably by Dr. G. E. Moore
—that intrinsic value may be recognised without any doctrine of
Theism, and even witbou6 any theory of the spirituality of the
Universe. Mr. Balfour may disagree with Dr. Moore (as, in some
respects, I also do), but at least his contention seems to deserve
consideration. Apart from this, Mr. Balfour's argument seems to
me to carry conviction.

He is, I think, less convincing when he urges that the higher
forms of beauty and goodness have no survival value. He states
his case here with great caution. He is inclined, in particular, to
question some of the extreme statements of Huxley with regard to
the opposition between the moral life of man and the cosmic pro-
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cess. I think he might have gone a little further. When it is
seen, as some recent evolutionists have urged, that mutual aid is
as important for the survival of animal species as anything that
can properly be described as struggle, the difference in this respect
between human and animal life has to be regarded as only one of
degree. It may be doubted whether it could be shown that any.
thing that cultivated people admire, either aesthetically or ethically,
is wholly destitute of value for the preservation of the lives of in-
dividuals or societies or of the race in general. Certainly it seems
to me that what has intrinsio value in living beings has nearly al-
ways some survival value as well. But this is a pretty big subject,
and must on the whole be left to biologists and sociologists.

I must confess that one of the other arguments that Mr. Balfour
uses with regard to aesthetics, and to which he seems to attach
considerable weight, does not carry any conviction to my mind at
all. He urges that beauty in art is essentially expressive, and
implies an artist; and hence he argues that beauty in nature must
carry a similar implication. No doubt, when we are interested in
any work of art, we tend to take an interest in the artist, and
sometimes—in lyrical poetry, for instance—the two things are
almost inseparable. But, in general, it seems to me that the in-
terest in the artist is biographical or historical, rather than oes-
thetioal. The ssthetical value of the ' Iliad ' appears to be indepen-
dent of the question—however interesting it may be in itself—
whether it had one author or many; and, if it could be supposed to
have come into being without any author at all, its purely aesthetical
value would appear to be unaffected. Mr. Bernard Shaw, in one
of his amusing plays, represents Shakespeare as picking up ohoioe
phrases for his poems from current discourse, and jotting them'
down in a note-book. If we could suppose his poetry to have been
constructed in this way, it might seriously affect our view of his
genius, but surely it would not affect the message that his works
convey. We know very little of the makers of the old Cathedrals.
Perhaps, as Emerson said, ' they builded better than they knew ' ;
but if the stones grew unconsciously to beauty, at least they may
take their place ' with Andes or with Ararat'. Their expression is
what they mean for us, not necessarily what they meant to any
one before us; though, of course, in the case of works of art—
especially poetry—we like to think of the fine qualities of mind
and heart that must have been present in their creators.

Mr. Balfour urges, further, that the highest forms of art imply
some belief in spiritual reality. This is apparently an argument in
support of the value of the belief, rather than of its truth; and
it is not obvious that the one implies the other. Some illusions
may have intrinsic value. In any case, it is doubtful whether it is
a good argument in support of Theism. Mr. Balfour seems to
hint that Lucretius and Shelley would probably have been better
poets if they had been Theists. History hardly appeal's to support
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such a view. Of all peoples, I suppose the Jews and the Moham-
medans have been the most ardent Theists; but it is certainly not
self-evident that they have been the finest artists. Puritanism,
which was pretty strong on the side of Theism, was not so strong
on the side of art. Its greatest poet—who learned his art in a
different school—failed, rather conspicuously, to make God the
Father a poetic figure. Even to Iteath and Sin he gave more
vitality, not to speak of Satan, who is often regarded as the hero of
the poem, and with whom many are almost' inevitably ' led to sym-
pathise in his revolt against the somewhat too Prussian ' tyranny
of Heaven '. Greek art, when not purely human, was frankly
polytheistic. For the mediaeval artists there were at least three
divine Persons (though it was chiefly one of them that they used,
and that one the most human and the most tragic)—besides the
Virgin Mother and legions of angels, saints and devils. Even more
modern poets, of a not very heterodox type, have been known to
wish that they might—

Have sight of Proteus rising from the sea,
Or hear old Triton blow his wreatht'd horn.

There appears to be no real reason against the supposition of an
indefinite number of spiritual beings (there are a considerable
number of them on our own little planet); and it seems clearly to
be the best supposition for the purposes of art. That pure material-
ism would be fatal to the highest forms of art, is probably true; but
pure materialism hardly seems to be a theory that is worth consider-
ing. The belief that the Universe is essentially spiritual (if that
could be established) would enable us to regard everything as either
spirit or some manifestation of spirit.

Mr. Balfour has some interesting remarks on the study of history,
regarded from the point of view of aesthetics. He urges that we
have an (Esthetic satisfaction in regarding it as the working out of
a great purpose; and this, he thinks, implies that we look at it
from a more or less definitely theistic point of view. I suppose
the work of Carlyle would be a good illustration of the method of
treatment to which he refers; but it is doubtful whether Carlyle's
somewhat vague mysticism can be properly called theistic In-
deed, it may be questioned whether any theistic writer has ever
set the drama of history before us in a more impressive way than
that of Thucydides or Gibbon. The mention of Thucydides natur-
ally suggests that the interest of history might very well be that of
a poignant tragedy, like that involved in the crumbling of the
Athenian state. It is of a similar fall that Gibbon treats. Mr.
Balfour is probably acquainted with the striking Essay by Mr.
Russell on 'The Free Man's Worship,' in which it is shown how
the whole history of human life might be viewed as an appalling
tragedy, lit up by the recognition of the objective reality of the
Good. I suppose the religion of Buddhism would fit in rather well
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with such a conception. Suoh a view is certainly sad; bat some
of oar sweetest songs have told of saddest thought. Tragedy is not
one of the lowest forms of art.1 Even the ' Divine Comedy' of
Dante has much in it that is in the highest degree melancholy;
and, though it concludes with a sublime joy, it may be doubted
whether it is a finer work of art than ' Hamlet' or ' King
Lear'. The frustration of human effort may have as deep an
esthetio significance as its success. ' Faust ' might, no doubt, be
referred to as supplying, for the modern mind, a more satisfactory
Theodicy than any of those that have been mentioned; but Goethe's
treatment of human life and history is largoly symbolio (' Alles
Vergangliohe ist nur ein Gleichnias'); and, as already noted,
Goethe can hardly be claimed as being, in any very definite sense,
a Theist. The work of Browning might perhaps approximate
more nearly to the kind of interpretation of human life and destiny
that Mr. Balfour would approve; bat, inspiring as it is, it can
hardly be contended that his attempts to give artistio form to
theological doctrine are (with a few exceptions) the most successful
part of his work. In general, it would not be easy to show that
the artistio interpretation of life has been helped by Theism.

In dealing with the problem of Ethics, Mr. Balfour expresses in-
cidentally his agreement with Nietzsche, in thinking that Christian
morality cannot really be retained in separation from Christian
doctrine. This depends a good deal, I should suppose, on what is
regarded as being inoluded in Christian morality and in Christian
doctrine. The parable of the Good Samaritan needs no dogma to
enforce its lesson. Surely most of the Christian virtues commend
themselves to us both by their social utility and by their intrinsic
beauty. There have been few more enthusiastic prophets of Chris-
tian morality than Tolstoy, who did not believe either in the special
divinity of Christ or in the personality of God. With some quali-
fication, a similar remark might be made about Buskin. Of course,
those who have learned to doubt one kind of traditional belief may
very easily go on to question another. A critical intelligence is not
likely to accept any traditional view quite in the form in whioh it
has been handed down. I should be surprised to learn, for ex-
ample, that Mr. Balfour himself accepts the principle of non-resist-
ance to evil (or the injunction to ' take no thought for the morrow '),•
without considerable qualification. On the other hand, many
moderate pacificists—and even some rather extreme ones—would
not describe themselves as Christians (even in the sense in whioh
Tolstoy might be said to have been one). Indeed, I suppose there
are more non-resisters in China than in Christendom. Any one in
Christendom who should try to practise the whole of Christian

1 It is perhaps true that a tragedy, to be artistically satisfactory, mast be
relieved by something that is not wholly sad ; but it is certainly not clear
that the relief need be anything so palpable as Theism, or even as a
spiritual conception of the Universe.
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morality literally, would certainly be regarded as somewhat ec-
oentrio. On the other hand, the virtues that are actually cultivated
and admired in Christendom are surely not very widely different
from those that were cultivated and admired in ancient Greece
(though no doubt there has been some change of emphasis). On
the whole, there does not appear to be any logical, though there
may often be a very strong psychological, connexion between the
main principles of Christian morality and its more speculative dog-
mas. Certainly Nietzsche, though in some other ways instructive
(especially on the transvaluation of values), can hardly be accepted
•as a good authority on logical connexions.

Another interesting problem that is incidentally raised by Mr.
Balfour, has reference to the predictability of human action. His
•contention is that the prediction of results, even of a purely phy-
sical kind, is dependent on the negligibility of minute differences.
In the case of living beings, the differences are not negligible ; and
hence, even if we grant the doctrine of pure determinism, the
actions of living beings, and especially of human beings, could not
be predicted. This point does not appear to have any direct bear-
ing on the main argument of the book ; and we need not, therefore,
dwell upon it at muoh length. It may be noted, however, that it
seems to relate only to prediction of a purely mathematical type,
such as that suggested by Laplace. If there are definite laws of
the variations of living beings—such as those that appear to have
been discovered by Mendel—it would seem to be theoretically pos-
sible to forecast their development. Similarly, if there are definite
psychological laws affecting mental growth, the prediction of human
action would seem to be theoretically possible—unless there is
some real contingency, as Dr. Ward and others contend. But of
course it would be too complicated to yield any practical certainty.

I trust the criticisms that I have ventured to make will not be
taken to imply any laok of appreciation of Mr. Balfour's work.
Probably I have in some cases failed to grasp his exact meaning ;
and almost certainly I have done him some injustice through not
sufficiently taking account of the class of readers for whom his
book is chiefly intended. I think it ought to be very good for any
materialists or materialistic agnostics who may still be left. It is
a pity that Leslie Stephen is not alive to read it—though I fanoy
he might have had something to say in reply. But many will feel,
I believe, that some of its arguments are sophistical, and that it
raises more doubts than it removes. It would be an impertinence
to praise the lucidity and brilliance of its style, the ingenuity of its
reasoning, or the wide range of the knowledge that it displays. I
hope it may not be counted an impertinence to suggest that its
main value is not intrinsic, but lies rather in the stimulus that it
may give to a large number of readers to seek for a more systematic
treatment of the great problems on which Mr. Balfour has so skil-
fully, and yet so lightly, touched. It would hardly be possible to
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read his book intelligently without receiving such a stimulus.
Happily some of the other Gifford Lectures provide, to a certain
extent, the necessary sequel. It is to be hoped that Mr. Balfour
himself will do something further in this direction.

J. S. MACKENZIE.

German Philosophy and Politics. By JOHN DBWBY. New York:
Henry Holt & Co. Pp. 134.

THB War came as a terrible shock to the intellectuals everywhere.
It revealed that the actual world was a very different thing from
the oosmio order they had constructed in their minds, and threw
them into disorder. They reacted upon the intrusion of unwelcome
faot by a multitude of affirmations, manifestoes and pamphlets
which in general will be neglected by the historian as the pathetio
outcries of anger and anguish, actesting how very human professors
also may be in a orisis. Yet even in their distress they clung in-
Btinotively to their professorial ideal. Even though the rational
order of human affairs was shattered before their eyes and the be-
lief that thought controls man's feelings and determines his acts
should have been among the first of the illusions swept away in the
wreckage of the war, they insisted on finding ideal reasons to which
to attribute the catastrophe. The intellectuals on each side paid
those of the other the compliment of accusing their teaching of
bearing the moral responsibility for the war, and even if they did
not diffuse muoh light nor exactly prove their case, they managed
at any rate to prevent the public from becoming totally 'oblivious
of the existence of professors.

But what, if anything, had Darwin to do with the most ferocious
struggle for existence ever seen among tribes of men, or Nietzsche
and Treitsohke with the running amok of Germany? It could not
perhaps be expected that any of the belligerents would discuss these
questions calmly and connectedly, and even among the neutrals
there were not many qualified by their knowledge, temper and
philosophy to treat them judicially. It must therefore be accounted
a singular piece of good fortune that Prof. Dewey was given the
opportunity of delivering these three lectures on the Two Worlds of
German Philosophy, German Moral and Political Philosophy, and
the Germanic Philosophy of History, in the University of North
Carolina. The result is an entirely admirable book, clear, calm,
cogent, and popular without being shallow. Prof. Dewey was
assuredly the ideal person to handle the subject. For though he
had made a deep and sympathetic study of German philosophy, he
had in the end turned away from it to become a leader in the
movement which is most highly antithetical to the traditionally
German type of philosophising. It must not indeed be alleged
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